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1. Introduction
1.1. Popowice Laboratory 
The paper presents findings from the “Open Popowice” [“Otwarte Popowice”] 
meeting that took place  in September 28th, 2018. “Open Popowice” meeting in 
Wroclaw, Poland was organized as part of the inauguration of the Popowice 
Laboratory [Laboratorium Popowice]. This event was the first of the planned series 
of meetings and workshops with the inhabitants of Popowice as part of the Popowice 
Laboratory, ProPoLab in short. It was to examine the needs of residents, mostly 
seniors, in relation to public services and the involvement of Popowice district 
residents in the activities of the Popowice Laboratory (ProPoLab 2018b, p. 3). 
ProPolab is a visible part of pilot called Co-housing of Seniors. The pilot challenge 
is to implement the concept of senior co-housing using the tools used in the co-
creation model. The experiment takes place in Popowice district, part of Wroclaw 
municipality, where involving local residents – seniors – local leaders, we (project 
implementers) want to develop the space to implement joint plans and meet the 
diagnosed needs (ProPoLab 2018a, p. 6). 
What will the laboratory look like will be decided by the stakeholders (municipality, 
housing cooperative, developers, residents, social and church organizations, others) 
involved in the project. As project implementers, we encourage the main stakeholders 
to develop their own definitions, tools and model of the JOINT PUBLIC SERVICES 
creation, which will be a huge step in changing public awareness in Poland, 
including thinking about public services. 
The project is therefore a combination of theory and practice. The University of 
Wroclaw  provides theoretical tools and diagnoses that allow them to be used in 
practice as a "living laboratory". The Active Senior Foundation [Fundacja 
Aktywny Senior], local non-government organization, is responsible for the  
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practical issues related to the ProPoLab and seniors. After all, seniors functioning 
in their place of residence know best what their needs are. The project will help 
them to realize their needs. 
Co-housing of Seniors along with other eight individual (but interlinked) pilots 
form up EU CoSIE project. CoSIE is an acronym for Co-creation of Service 
Innovation in Europe. CoSIE is an consortium of 24 partners from 10 countries. 
According to the CoSIE, public service innovations can be achieved by creating 
collaborative partnerships between service providers and service beneficiaries. 
During the implementation of CoSIE (2017-2020), the collaborative partners will 
test and develop the diverse methods of co-creation in the field of public services 
(Sakellariou 2018, p. 8). 
 
1.2. Theoretical framework of the research 
Population is aging. Mainly as a result of increasing longevity and low fertility 
rates. According to the data the world's share of persons aged 65 years and over 
will increase from 8% in 2015 to almost 18% by 2050. In developed countries, 
the aging of population is even more severe. For example, in the countries of the 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) ratio will 
increase from 16% to 27%. Moreover, in the OECD countries the share of the 
population aged over 75 in 2050 will be similar to the share of the population aged 
over 65 years right now (OECD 2015, p. 8). 
This issue leads to a serious challenge in terms of economic, social and political 
sense. Challenges are so important and contemporary that European Commission 
has announced 2012 the European year for active ageing and solidarity between 
generations. Therefore, one can find studies which deal with the issue taking into 
account various points of view. 
Economists may be interested in economic changes or in building “appropriate” 
pension system. One can recall here the works of Stiglitz (1986); Barr (1992); 
International Labour Organization (1993); World Bank (1994); Szumlicz (1994); 
Golinowska (1995); Żukowski (1997); OECD (1998); Góra (2003); Blake (2006); 
Jakubowski (2013); Chłoń-Domińczak (2016). 
Financiers can examine fiscal costs linked to pensions, health care and long-term 
care; trade off between adequacy and sustainability as well as investment 
efficiency and rate of return of pension funds. Here among others one can find 
works of Queisser (1999); Davis (2001); Ambachtsheer and Ezra (2001); Yermo 
(2002); Stańko (2003); Willmore (2004); Dybał (2008); Chybalski (2012); 
Bielawska (2015); Szczepański (2016); Makarski et al. (2017); Rutecka-Góra 
(2017); European Commission (2018); Marcinkiewicz (2018). 
Sociologist on the other hand may dispute over the quality of life of seniors. Here 
one can recall the works of Nussbaum and Sen (1993); Golini (1997); Długosz 
and Kurek (2006); Gałuszka (2006); Daszkowska (2007); Długosz, Kurek and 
Kwiatek-Sołtys (2011); Milkowska (2012); Mollon and Gil (2014); Błędowski 
(2014); Janiszewska (2015). 
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Co-housing is example of co-creation which could be defined as a process in 
which people who use services work together with professionals to design, create 
and deliver services (SCIE 2015). Therefore, co-housing means co-creation of 
social housing policy for elderly people, which is a heart of Popowice Labolatory. 
Here one can recall the works of Osborne (2006); Kim (2006); HAPPI Report 
(2009); Durrett (2009); Zaniewska (2011); HAPPI2 Report (2012); Zralek (2012); 
Alves (2013); Best practice report (2013); Voorberg et al. (2014); Killock (2014); 
Sundberg (2014); Labus (2015); HAPPI3 Report (2016); Osborne (2018); 
Brandsen et al. (2018); Wiktorska-Świecka (2019). 
Since co-housing is not so widespread in literature like co-creation or co-production, 
we put trust that this paper could be an valuable addition to it. 
1.3. Research methodology 
The paper presents mainly findings from the “Open Popowice” meeting. The 
meeting took place in the Open Space formula. This American method has been 
chosen because of the freedom and decision-making nature it gives its participants 
(Owen 2008). 
The form of the meeting was chosen so that the guests could freely talk to each 
other about the issues affecting the neighborhood. The meeting in its formula was 
to be OPEN to all interested parties, including socio-economic entities that have 
a real influence on changes. The inclusion of stakeholders in the discussion with 
the residents is in our opinion necessary to jointly create solutions tailored to the 
residents. In our opinion this meeting method fully supports co-creation process 
of co-housing (Spotkanie 2018). 
Open Space is a method for convening groups around a specific question or task 
or importance and giving them responsibility for creating both their own agenda 
and experience. Therefore, our key task was to identify the question that brings 
people together: How do we (seniors) live in Popowice now and how we want it 
to be in the future? 
The answer for this question one may find in next section of the paper. In the 
following step we compared data from Open Popowice meeting with the 2017 
Wroclaw social diagnosis – report on sociological research over the city's 
inhabitants (Kajdanek and Pluta 2017). The findings from this comparative 
analysis one may find in other subsection.  
To sum up research object are residents (mostly seniors) of Popowice district 
(sensu stricto) and Wroclaw inhabitants (sensu largo). Research subject is quality 
of life of seniors. Research aim is to identify needs of residents in relations to 
public services. To achieve the goal  following research tasks has been 
implemented: 
 find out answer for the question how do we (seniors) live in Popowice now 
and how we want it to be in the future? 




The research years cover mainly 2018 with the feedback of 2017. In the paper 
following research methods has been used: analysis of scientific literature and 
normative documents, open space methodology, comparative analysis, statistical 
analysis. 
 
2. Analysis of the research results 
2.1. Research context 
As mentioned at the beginning, the paper presents findings from the “Open 
Popowice” meeting that took place in September 28th, 2018. This event was the 
first of the planned series of meetings and workshops with the inhabitants of 
Popowice as part of the Popowice Laboratory (ProPoLab). It was to examine the 
needs of residents, mostly seniors, in relation to public services.  
ProPoLab is supported both by University of Wroclaw (theory provider) and 
Active Senior Foundation, local NGO with valuable contacts  and achievements 
with senior residents of Popowice estate. Jointly we form Polish team and its pilot 
called Co-housing of seniors. Together with other eight pilots we represent  
EU consortium CoSIE (Co-creation of Service Innovation in Europe) under the 
Horizon 2020 programme.  
In ProPoLab we wanted to reach as many people from Popowice district as 
possible, who are not indifferent to the housing estate which they live in and want 
to participate in the process of its development. We believe that a sustainable 
change in public services can be achieved, among others by stimulating the 
inhabitants as to their values and current needs. We also believe that it is worth 
discussing surrounding problems in order to work out solutions together. 
In our project, our supreme goal is to involve the widest possible groups of 
residents to jointly design social activities. The concept of co-creation has been 
emphasized in such a way that all possible interested social groups can jointly 
implement various or different projects in the field of social activities. Our sub 
goal is to activate the inhabitants of Popowice to engage in social life and change 
the surroundings. It is also about encouraging to get to know each other better and 
build neighborly bonds, and above all to co-create future together. Co-creation is 
a joint action aimed at improving the quality of life and the usefulness of the 
activities offered to society (public services). It occurs at every stage of 
development of these services. Co-creation manifests itself in the constructive 
exchange of various types of resources (ideas, competences, experience, knowledge, 
goods, etc.) that increase the value of public services, both individual and collective. 
In our opinion the advantages of co-creation are associated with increased prosperity, 
a shared vision of the common good, strategies of action and the emergence of new, 








2.2. Research process 
The "Open Popowice" meeting was organized on 28 September 2018 as part of 
the inauguration of the Popowice Laboratory, which is part of the EU CoSIE 
project. This event was the first of the planned series of meetings and workshops 
with the residents of Popowice. The meeting was held in one of the hall of the 
local church. The event started at 10 AM and lasted until 4 PM. Motto, and at the 
same time the introduction to the conversation, was a simple question: How do 
we live in Popowice now and how we want it to be in the future? There was more 
than 70 participants and around 16 stakeholders such as developers, Popowice 
housing association management, architects, representatives of municipal 
authorities, NGO`s, European Parliament local office representatives, media, etc. 
During the meeting 23 topics were raised and 128 cups of coffee were drunk. 
After the participants took the seats, the rules of the meeting were presented by 
Zawisza from the DO Foundation. According to the open formula of the meeting, 
each participant could submit any topic for discussion in a smaller group and 
invite other participants to the conversation. Immediately after the opening, the 
interested parties began to submit specific, important topics for them, including 
living conditions, neighborhood relations as well as leisure and cultural 
entertainment. Each submitted topic has been saved on the appropriate card. And 
the person reporting it himself, on a specially prepared wall for this purpose, chose 
the time and space for further discussion in the area of interest. In this way, the 
participants of the meeting independently created agenda, which served them as a 
list of topics and contents discussed, available at all times. Participants of the 
meeting divided themselves into smaller groups, corresponding to the thematic 
areas, which were discussed. It is worth noting that during the meeting the 
participants chose in which areas they want to participate and on what topics they 
want to talk about (Spotkanie 2018). 
The result of thematic meetings in smaller groups was a set of notes prepared by the 
participants. Notes are publicly shared and could be reach at http://propolab. 
f-as.pl/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/otwarte_popowice_materialy.pdf 
During the break, participants of the meeting could eat a tasty meal. During the meal, 
discussions and conversations of the participants continued in an unrestricted and 
relaxed form. During the summary of the meeting, everyone present could express 
themselves. They could tell in a few sentences about their expectations about the 
meeting, the conclusions drawn on it, and the impressions and feelings after the 
meeting. All present listened to each other with great attention (Spotkanie 2018). 
The Open Popowice meeting gave its organizers valuable material, allowing  
to determine the expected directions of changes, indicated by the participants.  
At the same time, it was the first meeting in many years, during which, in an open 
atmosphere, residents were able to freely exchange views and outline visions  
of their expectations and future changes. The findings from the meeting and 
comparative analysis with 2017 Wroclaw social diagnosis report one may find  
in next subsections. 
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2.3. Open Popowice findings 
The result of thematic meetings in smaller groups is a set of notes prepared by  
the participants. One may find here http://propolab.f-as.pl/wp-content/uploads 
/2018/10/otwarte_popowice_materialy.pdf all notes written by the Open 
Popowice meeting participants. According to the data we have 23 topics raised.  
Due to the raised subjects we can divide all topics into 5 main parts: 
 infrastructure; 
 safety;  
 environmental protection;  
 participation in a social life, personal development, culture;  
 social security, health protection. 
It is worth saying that infrastructure topic was most welcomed by the participants. 
Probably due to the highest visibility of the topic. In this section participants 
quoted following subtopics: 
 most beautiful Popowice housing estate;  
 lighting of Popowicka clearing;  
 development of inter-block space to improve the living comfort of people 
(seniors mainly);  
 platforms for wheelchairs and strollers on ground floors in buildings at Jelenia 
street;  
 benches in greater quantity;  
 monument 17 00'00 '' meridian on Popowicka clearing; 
 "hostling” issue. 
As one can see people did not only complain about infrastructure but also passed 
their general feeling that they are satisfied with the estate. Mostly due to spacious 
green areas, clearings, parks, Odra river bank access, good logistic. Nevertheless 
participants pointed out several activities that could improve comfort of living, 
mostly seniors. Residents also mentioned “hostling” issue – renting private 
apartments for short stay without any required permission. 
Security was another raised topic. Here inhabitants quoted following subtopics: 
 not enough local police;  
 local police officers are not know by the residents;  
 not enough municipal police;  
 dangerously on the streets in the evening;  
 drinkers destroy well-kept parks;  
 no one pays attention to the devastating people;  
 graffiti on the walls, destroyed lawns and shrubs. 
From the above list and discussion on the meeting one can draw following 
conclusions. Residents feel that there is not enough law enforcement, especially 
during evenings and in parks. As a result public goods are devastating and 
inhabitants do not feel save.  
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Environmental protection topic was third most welcomed by the participants.  
In this section participants quoted following subtopics: 
 ecology in Popowice;  
 caring for greenery;  
 cutting out dead trees;  
 cutting out mistletoe;  
 development of general space;  
 construction of parking lots destroys greenery;  
 limiting trimming of bushes on lawns;  
 more trees and shrubs. 
From the above list and discussion on the meeting one can draw following 
conclusions. Residents are environmentally conscious and they know that 
environment should be protected even for the price of technical inconvenience 
(longer route to the parking lot). 
Second to last topic was quiet broad because covered issues like: participation in 
a social life, personal development, culture. In this section participants quoted 
following subtopics: 
 creating a community: integration, cooperation, kindness;  
 sport and integration;  
 schools should become centers of activity of the local community (in the 
afternoons);  
 intergenerational integration – activities of young people and the elderly;  
 communication between residents and the Council of Popowice estate;  
 construction of a Culture House;  
 creation of the Culture Center in the part of the clinic building. 
From the above list and discussion on the meeting one can draw following 
conclusions. Residents are eager to meet new persons and learn/develop new 
skills. The problem is communication and integration but could be solved through 
sport, proper used of already existed constructions or developing new ones.  
The elderly could also share their invaluable experience. 
Last but not least topic was dedicated to social security and health protection.  
In this part participants quoted following subtopics: 
 security broadly understood; 
 security on the estate; 
 day care home for seniors + volunteering; 
 issue of rescue silence; 
 issue of loneliness. 
From the above list and discussion on the meeting one can draw following 
conclusions. Residents, mostly seniors feel lonely but know what supposed to be 
changed. They require a space where can prepare meals, develop skills and 
interests, see the movies, organize a library, meetings and lectures, offer 
volunteering and experience 
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2.4. Comparison with 2017 Wroclaw social diagnosis report 
According to the 2017 Wroclaw social diagnosis report respondents are pleased 
with its living conditions. To be precise 73.7% of respondents are pleased living 
in their homes/apartments, 83.8% are pleased with living estate conditions and 
83.1% are pleased living in Wroclaw (Kajdanek and Pluta 2017, p. 56). Moreover, 
residents of Popowice estate are the most satisfied from all survived estates.  
So we can confirm our findings from “Open Popowice” meeting that Popowice 
inhabitants are satisfied with its estate. 
Diagnosis says that the most troubling problems of spatial and ecological order in 
the place of residence are, above all, those generated by cars and their drivers / 
owners. Almost 2/3 of respondents notice the problem of incorrectly parked 
vehicles, and more than half the problem of cars moving at excessive speeds. 
About 1/3 of respondents pay attention to the issues of throwing unsorted garbage, 
vandalism and property devastation as well as illegal throwing and tossing 
garbage to neighbors. Problems noticed by a minority of respondents are primarily 
the phenomena of destruction and devastation of greenery and tree felling (20%), 
driving cars emitting high emissions (13%) and burning poor quality fuel at home 
(10%) (Kajdanek and Pluta 2017, p. 61). It is worth to mention that also during 
“Open Popowice” meeting problems of infrastructure and environment were 
raised and said as a crucial one. 
The second category of problems raised in 2017 Wroclaw social diagnosis report 
was the disruption of public order and a sense of security. Residents of Wroclaw 
included the most troublesome phenomenon of soliciting for money and begging 
(nearly 1/3 of them). Roughly every tenth Wroclaw citizen pointed to problems 
of fights and beatings near their place of residence, also among neighbours,  
as well as thefts and burglaries (Kajdanek and Pluta 2017, p. 64). It should be 
noted that participants of “Open Popowice” meeting also mentioned security as 
an important issue.  
According to the 2017 Wroclaw social diagnosis the most important issues to ensure 
a good quality of life in the estate are: the availability of parking spaces (43.4%); 
condition of streets and pavements (40.7%); air purity (39%); the number and 
condition of green areas close to home (37.5%); access to public transport (25.6%); 
availability of furnished public places where you can meet, sit down and talk (21.6%); 
availability of furnished playgrounds for children and recreation places for adults 
(16.5%); the ability to supply food and necessities for the home (15.2%); mutual 
kindness of residents (12.2%); availability of pubs and restaurants, cafes (8.5%); 
offers of cultural events (7.0%); availability of kindergartens and nurseries (5.8%); 
social activity of inhabitants (2.7%) (Kajdanek and Pluta 2017, p. 68). It is worth 
saying that majority of above issues was raised during “Open Popowice” meeting. 
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3. Conclusion
Research aim of the article is to identify needs of residents in relations to public 
services. To achieve the goal  following research tasks has been implemented: 
 find out answer for the question how do we (seniors) live in Popowice now 
and how we want it to be in the future? 
 compare above answer with 2017 Wroclaw social diagnosis report. 
According to the data, Open Popowice meeting participants raised 23 topics 
structured into 5 main parts: 
 infrastructure;  
 safety;  
 environmental protection;  
 participation in a social life, personal development, culture;  
 social security, health protection. 
It is worth saying that infrastructure topic was most welcomed by the participants. 
Inhabitants did not only complain about infrastructure but also passed their 
general feeling that they are satisfied with the estate. Mostly due to spacious green 
areas, clearings, parks, Odra river bank access, good logistic. Nevertheless 
participants pointed out several activities that could improve comfort of living, 
mostly seniors. Residents also mentioned “hostling” issue – renting private 
apartments for short stay without any required permission. 
According to the data, Popowice residents feel that there is not enough law 
enforcement, especially during evenings and in parks. As a result public goods are 
devastating and inhabitants do not feel save. Participants of “Open Popowice” are 
environmentally conscious and they know that environment should be protected 
even for the price of technical inconvenience (longer route to the parking lot). 
Moreover, residents are eager to meet new persons and learn/develop new skills. 
The problem is communication and integration but could be solved through sport, 
proper used of already existed constructions or developing new ones. The elderly 
could also share their invaluable experience. Last but not least, residents, mostly 
seniors feel lonely but know what supposed to be changed. They require a space 
where can prepare meals, develop skills and interests, see the movies, organize 
a library, meetings and lectures, offer volunteering and experience. 
Findings from the “Open Popowice” meeting are supported by the 2017 Wroclaw 
social diagnosis report.  Diagnosis says that the most troubling problems are 
related to spatial and ecological order as well as the disruption of public order and 
a sense of security. 
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